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HE Authority of the Church 
in Controverſys of Faith, 
is the grand, if not the ſole 
Argument, whereby the Pa- 

iſts have ſeduc d many Pro- 


>| "SOT ae jon of Cas 
to determine what ſhall be receiv'd and ans, Arti. 


profeſs'd for Truth among the Members“, dc. 


— — —— — 


(4) 
of the Church, and to bind them to Sub- 
miſſion to their Sentence, tho they err 
in their Sentence; we of the Church of 


England coa'd have no = to ſepa- 


rate from the Church me in. Queen 
Elizabeth' ? v#2#, ni to pe ip} in that 


Separation to this day. For we being only a 
ſmall Branch of the Roman Church before 
(he Reformation, ought by that; Pembipl 
to have been concluded by the Majority F 
the Governors uf that Church; aud conſe. 
quentii ought to have conting'd Papiſts in 
| Proleton, til the Majority of thoſe Go 
wernors had  determin'd for 1 R 4 
| OOO 10h," But we wert ſo far from Yoceed? 
| dx bn any ſuch Principle, that the Refor- 
. mation was carry d'or here 2 England, 
not only in oppoſition to the Governors of 
rhe Roman Church in general, bur even 
i oppoſition ro the Governors of b. | 
1558, Charch . for in the 1ſt of 
| 1559 Parliament alone eftablifſÞy d the Queen's 
: premacy and the Common-Praye Bool, N 
|- mm ſpite of al oppoſition from the Biſhops in F 
| ri Fbuſe of Lord,; and thi een 185 
Then” fitting wert 0 "far from hui ing any 
bund in thoſe Church. Acts for Reforma. 
ba tion; that 55 "preſented tothe Parliament 


bee tions In behalf bf "the Teners - 

11 of Fan, H toxtrary to' the 'Proceed- 

| of the pint And as for the 
3 dee 1 boar ene, my” cob d never 


bade 


(6570 
lau been agreed 10 by the Convocation of 
1562. had not the Biſbops been firſt depri d. 
by Law. for their Popery, and tn Sees 
err with Proteſt ans Biſo pp. 

'T bave therefore been amaz 2 - 75 it 
Ae poſſible for our Reformers to have af- 
ſerted, That the Church had Authority 
in Controverfys of Faith, ſo contrary to 
the Principle on which they: proceeded ; or 
that they wou'd ever ſuppoſe au Authority 
in Biſbops (againſt whit 11 then aited) 
to bring back all the 4 , of Ee 
of 1 this is the, Chief, as well 4s. the 
Foundation of all that won flrous Super- 
ſtructure; and which tan neuer be de- 
moliſh'd by Reaſon aud Argument, till 
this Tepee e be dh taken 
away.” 
But upon” Examination into the Trath | 
of | this. matter, I find they were honeſe 
ter and more rational Men than they fand 
repreſented. "They thaaght there wes no re- 
forming without mending; 4 4 75 
159 As much «bhor'd the Donnie 1 the 


7 e | 
| among as «like me — worry any 


Joſe. 


_—_ * ————— — 
» * 


clamations againſt the ſuperſtitioms uſe of 
in Churches, and taking gre all £ 1. 
Popery. When ſhe came to her Place (at St. Paul's) 
pe open d the Book, and peru d it, and ſaw the 


- 


93 
juſt foundation: ſach as the uſe of Organs 
in Churches, ſaid to be ſuperſtitious *'by 
our Homilys; Cuts Þ is the Common- 
Prayer. Boot, and Pictures in Churches, 


3 


— 


% 
— — 
— 


* The Homilys introduce a Woman ſaying to 


her Neighbour : Alas Goffip, what ſhall we do at 


Church, fince all the Saints are taken away, ſince 
all the goodly Sights we were wont to have are gone, 
fnce we cannot hear the like Piping, Chaunting, and 
Playing upon the Organs that we cou d before ? 
And in anſwer to the old Woman, the Homily 


replys: But (Dearly Beloved) we ought great- 


ly to rejoice, and give God Thanks, that our 
Churches are deliver d out of all thoſe things 

which diſpleas'd God ſo ſore, and filthily defil'd 
bis Hol _— and his Place of Prayer, for the 
which he hath juſtly deftroy'd many Nations. And 
this we ought greatly to praiſe God for, that ſuch 
ſuperſtitious and idolatrous Manners as were utterly 
naught, and defac'd God's Glory,' are utterly abo- 
hid, as "they moſt juſtly deſerud. Homilies, 


printed at Oxford in Folio, p. 221 © 
F Dr. Nowel, Dean of. St. Pauls, having gotten 


ſeveral fine Cuts and Pictur 65, repr eſenting the 


Storys and Paſſions of the Saints and Martyrs, 


cauſ d them to'be bound up in a Common-Prayer- 
Book, and laid it for the Queen's Uſe in the Place 
where He company fot intending it for a New- 
Tear Gift to t ajcfty, and thinking to haue 
pleas'd ber Fancy therewith. But it had not that 


Effect, but the contrary: For ſbe conſider d how 


this vary d from her late open Injunctions and Pro- 


Images 
hel of 


Pictures, 


(x 
forbid by Queen. Elizabeth; Placing the 


Communion-Table Altarwiſe, when the 


Sacrament is adminiſtred, contrary to the 


expreſs Direction ef our Rubrick, which 
| 1 955 „The Table at the Communion 
TE... time ſhall N where 9 and 


Wha ns. 


* . x „ 
a 4 4 1 


Piftures, but — d Sy bu? * and __ Put its 
and calling the Verger, bad him bring her the ol 

Book, wherein fhe was formerly wont to read. 

After. Sermon, inftead of taking Horſe; &c. im- 


mediately ſhe went to the Ve 'd ber 
ſelf. ga. Dean thus: Fr 009 


Q, Mr. Dean, How came it to paſs thata new 
Service - Book was plac d on my Cuſhion? 


D. 5 it pleaſe e your. Majeſty; | cans it to 
15 plac' d there. 


, Wherefore. did youſo? MA vs 1 
'To preſent nn ei a News 
— | 
8 You cou d ne f preſent me with a worde. 
D. Why fo Madam? 
N. You know I have an Averſion to: Idolatry, 
to 5. 0 and Pictures of this kind. 


eis is the. Idolatry, pn it pleaſe your | 


m n 5 Cuts reſembling Angels and Saints; 
nay groſſer Abſurdit ys, Pictures reſembling the 
ay Trinity. 


D. I meant no harm: nor did I think it wou d 
offend your Majeſty, when I intended it for- a 
New-Year' — TED 

Lou muſt needs de ignorant then. Have | 
you orgot- our Proclawation againſt. Images, Pic | 
tures, and Romiſh Relicks in * ay . Wt T_ | 
it not an in your Deanery? 1 2 


—_ — * F * 0 
% SS 

- * — "_— - 4 

- * ” D. { 


— ) 
4 Evening Prayer is ointed to 
«hr ſaic ; br. int Ave . towar 
the Raft, and placing Candles (anti bred) 
on the Cortitunion T Table; 5 whit 


n 


of cate. 6. — 
B. Nn 7 107 1 — 


was Tad. But be your af. 


| ft d. 2 no harm when I caus'd the Cuts to 
N with de Service: Box — 


You muſt needs be very ignorant to do 
thi after out Prohibition of 
D. It being my Ignorance, your Majeſty may 
the better pardon me. 


Q. Lam ſorty for it; yet glad to bear it nas 


' your Ignorance, rather tber than yoar Opinion. 
D. Be your Majeſty aſſur d, it N my gno- 
ga; ; of Ea 
O. If o Mr. Dear, God 
rit, and mort Wiſdom for the 
S 55 theſ 
pray, Mr. Dea 0 came pos; y thele 
Pictures? Mo engrac d tbem tbem: 


ture. 


D. I know not who .cngrggd them, i boogh 


them! "at 21 14110 1 
Q. From whom bought you them OL * 
D. From a German, AS eil i 5:6 £ * 


2 It is well it was from a Siranper's: 3 0 it 


been any uf our Subjects, we | ſhou'd have queſ- 
tion'd the matter. Pra 1 let no more of Fe 


Miſtakes, or of Ibis kind, be committed Within 
the Churches: of this Realm for the furure. ry: 


D. There ſhall not. | + anzid 


| This Matter occafion'd all the Clergy in und a- 

Jom London, and the Churchwatrdens - of each Pa. 
riſh, x 2 the Churches and Chappels 5 an 
cans'd to maſh ont A. the Walls all Painting. 

that ſeem d Romiſb and Taolatrdus, and in — 

thereof jutable Texts talen out of the 74 Kl. 

tures to he written. Strype's- Annals of lia. 


as. ls 239. 
| they , 


Jiver 


e. 


lq od 


vo 


CH 
they are no where enjoin'd by our Common- 
 Prajer-Bodk, are therefore forbidden by the 
Ack * of Uniformity made after the Re 0- 
JT 
And I am perſuaded, that there cannot be 
a nobler Ser vice 10 our moſt excellent and pure 
' Charth (at the ſame time that both Houſes 
of Parliament are clearing her from main- 
taining the moſt abſurd and bliſphemous 
Doctrine of Paſſive- Obedience) nor greater 
Hhonour done to the Memory of our glorious 
Reformers, than to wipe off the Scandal of 
this Popiſh Clauſe both from her and them, 
among thoſe who take it to be a part of her 
Articles. IT ſay, among thoſe who take 
it to bea part of her Articles; becauſe we 
are really thought to be Proteſtants abroad, 
tho ſome of us deſire to appear like Pa- 
piſts at home. For in the Collections of the 
ſeveral Articles of Religion of the Re- 
form'd Churches, printed abroad under the 
Title of the Harmony of Confeſſions, 
our 20th Article ſtands without the ad- 
dition of the Clauſe for the Church's 
Power, as Dr. Heylin aſſures us in his p. 268. 


—— 


* Which ſays, That no Rites or Ceremonys 
ſpall be openly w'd in any Church, Chappel, or other 
publick Place, or in any Cellege or Hall in either 
of the Univerſitys, the Colleges of Weſtminſter, 
Wincheſter, or Eaton, or any of them, other 
than what is preſcrib'd and appointed to be ws'd in 
and by the Comman-Prayer- Book, &c. 

B 


„„ Hiſtory * 


— — — 


e 
Hiſtory of the Presbyterians. And 1 
hope t here needs no Apology for recommend. 
ing our Church to thoſe who pretend to be 
her Friends, by freeing her from this 
Clauſe, and thereby rendring her truly, 
what a Reverend Dean of our Church call d 
her, juſt after the Reſtoration (while be 


was ſmeeping up 4 large Fine) The beſt 


conſtituted Church in the whole World.. 


London, Jan. 1. 
1709. 


Err) 
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Prieftcrafe in Perfection, &c. 


3 * * * . 7 


c T. I. 
a = 8 E Articles of the Church of 


— 4 


Sema England were agreed to and 
ſſubſcrib'd by the Archbiſhops 
WK and Biſhops of both Provin- 
ces, and the whole Lower 
Wy Clergy, in a Convocation 
held at London, in the Year 
of our Lord 1562. and the fifth of Queen 
Elizabeth, They were afterwards review'd 
by another Convocation of the Province of 
Canterbury, held at London in the Year 1571. 
and in the beginning of that Year (which 
was the x3th of the Queen) they were rati- 
fy'd in Parliament, under the Title of Arti- Cap. 12: 
cles of Religion, which only concern the Confeſſion | 
of the true Chriſtian Faith, and the Doctrine of 
tbe Sacraments, compris'd in a Book imprinted, 
intitled, < Articles whereupon it was agre'd by 
* tbe Archbiſhops and Biſhops of both Provinces, 
= © and the whole Clergy, in the Conwocation 
| © bolden at London in the Tear of our Lord 
. © 1562, according to the Computation of the 
© Church of England, for the avoiding of the 
«< diverſity of Opinions, and for the eſtabliſhing 
* of Conſent touching true Religion, put ff 5 


ort 
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Expoſ. of 


„ 
« by the Queen's Authority.” From which 
At alone ariſes their Legal Authority, as my 
Lord of Sarum truly oblerves. .... 
Theſe being the Authoritys upon which 
the Articles of our Church ſtand, we have 
no other way of knowing what and how _ 
many theſe Articles are, but from the Re- 


cords of the Proceedings of the before-men- 


tion'd Convocations, and from the imprin- 
ted Book refer'd to in the Act of Parliament. 


And if we are to be govern'd by theſe, it 


will be evident that the firſt Clauſe of the 
20th Article, viz,—(Thbe Church bath power 
ta decrce Rites and Ceremonys, and Authority in 
Controverſys of Faith) printed In all Edi- 


tions of the Articles ſince the Lear 1617. is a 


perfect Forgery, and never paſs d either the 


Convocation of 1562. or the Convocation 


th, T · 1 6, 


of 1571. nor was it contain'd in the imprin- 
ted Book that was ratify'd by Parliament. 
For, 1/, We have the Original Manu- 

ſcript.of the Articles which paſs'd the Con- 
vocation of 1562. of which my Lord of Sa- 
rum gives the following account, That this 


Manuſcript is without doubt an Original; that 


the Hands of the Subſcribers are well known; that 
it belong d to Archbiſhop Parker (who was Pre- 


ſigdent of that Aſſembly) and that it was left 
bu len to Corpus Chriſti College in Cam- 


bridge, and iu ſign'd with a particular Care; 
for at the end of it there is not only a ſum of the 


number of Pages, but of the Lines in cuery Page. 
And tho this was the Work of the Province of 


Lower Houſe, | And 


6 —— — —— — 


Canterbury, yet the Archbiſhop of York, witb 
the Biſhops of Durham and Cheſter, ſubſcrib'd 
it !ckewiſe ;, and it is alſo ſubſcrib'd by the whole 


2 


* 4 


n 


And, 2dly, We have an original Manu- 
ſcript of the Articles, that were review?d in 
the Convocation of 1571. left to the ſame Col- 
lege by ABp Parker (who was Preſident like- 
wile of that Convocation) but that is only ſub- Ibid. 
ſcrib d by the Archbiſhop, and ten Biſhops of bis 
Province; Whereas thoſe of 1562. are ſub- 
ſcrib'd by both Houſes of the Province of 
Canterbury, and ſame Biſhops of the Pro- 

. Vince of York, 8 
Now that the Clauſe of the Church's Power 
is not in the beginning of the twentieth Ar- 
ticle, or in any part of either of theſe Ma- 
nuſcripts, appears from ſeveral Collations 
that have lately been made of them. The 
Reader may ſatisfy himſelf about the truth 
of this matter from my Lord of Sarum's Ex- 
poſition only; where Dr. Moſs, Mr. Jaggard, Ib. p. 10. 
and Mr. Lunn, Fellows of the College, teſti- 5 
fy that the Clauſe is not in the Manuſcript of 
1562. and where Dr. Green, the preſent p. 13. 
Maſter of the College, certifies the Biſhop | 
that it is wanting in that of 1571. 

34y. As to the imprinted Book of Articles 
that was ratify?d by Parliament, either it 
Was never tack'd to the original Record of * q, where 

the AR, or elſe it has been ſince purloin'd # Ind the 
from it: for upon examination in the Office 47ticles by 
where the Records are kept, the * imprinted 2 = 
Book refer'd to in the Act of Parliament is jyce the 
not.to be found. Yet Providence has pre- Imprinted 
 ſerv'd to us the moſt compleat Evidence in Book paſt 
the world (next to the appearance of the 27 ** 
imprinted Book it ſelf tack d to the Record) n? 

that the Clauſe of the Church's Power was not them, is 
in the imprinted Book ratify d by Parliament; mt upm 
and record? 


„ 
and that is, Notoriety of Fa@, even among 
. Clergy themſelves. - For, 8 
Laud's 1. When the famous Burton affirm'd, inan 
Speech in Epiſtle to the Temporal Lords, That the Fre- 
= - Sa lates bad forg'd a new Article of Religion 
in bis Re- brought from Nome (viz. The Church hath 
mains, w/, Power to decree Rites and Ceremonys, and 
2. P. 82. Authority in Controverſys of Faith) which 
gives em full Power to alter the Doctrine and 
Diſcipline of our Church at a blow, and bave 
foiſted it into the beginning of the twentieth Ar- 
ticle of our Church; for, ſays he, it is not 
to be found in tbe Articles of Queen Elizabeth, 
ratify'd by Parliament Archbiſhop Laud (who 
in his Speech in the Star. Chamber endeavours 
to vindicate the Authority of this Clauſe 
againſt this Paſſage of Burton) does not deny 
what Burton alledges, That it is not to be found 
in the Articles ratify'd by Parliament; but only z 
labours to prove, firſt, That he himſelf: did 
not forge the Clauſe (from which Charge 
I allow he effectually clears himſelf) and ſe-- 
condly, argues for the Authority of the 
_ Clauſe from ſeveral antient printed Copys, 
and from the publick Records kept in bis Office, 
And it cannot be doubted but his Zeal for 
that Clauſe wou'd have led him to affirm it 
was ratify'd by Parliament, had not the Mat- 
ter of Fact been very notorious,” 8 
22. Mr. Thomas Fuller, a Reverend Divine 
of the Church of England, in his Church- 
Cent. 16. Hiſtory of Great Britain, ſays, That the 
5. 74 Clauſe of the Church's Power is omitted in 
| the Engliſh and Latin Articles ſet forth in 
1571. when they were firſt ratify'd by AG - 
_ then W to make this juſt Obſer- 
. yation 


6879 


vation upon the Authority cf the whole 


— 1 — * —_ — 


Fuller, tho he thought the Clauſe not obligatory, was 


miſled. ſo far by . Archbiſhop Laud*s Speech in the Star- 


Chamber, as to imagine it was extant in the Records of the 
Convocation of 1562. _— OT 

I "The Convocation of 1562. diſclaim'd all pretence to a 
Legiſlat ive Power in matters of Religion, ſo much inſiſted 
on of late by our Higb-· Church Prieſts; and had very different 
Notions of their own and of the Parliament's Power, from this 
Reverend High Churchman : For at the end of the Original 
Manuſcript of the Articles, immediately after the Subſcribers 


Names, are added theſe'words ; Iſta Subſcriptio falta eſt Strype 


ab omnibus ſub hac proteſtatione, quod nihil ſtatuunt Annals, 
in præjudicium cujuſquam Senatuſconſulti; ſed tan- p. 291. 


tum ſupplicem libellum, Petitiones ſuas continentem, 
humiliter offerunt. In . Engliſh thus : This Subſcrip- 
tion is made by all with this proteſtation, That they 
reſolve on nothing in prejudice of any Act of Parlia- 
ment; but only humbly offer this ſupplicatory Book 
of Articles, containing their Requeſts or Petitions. 


0 — — — 
—— 
— —— — 
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aw; MES | 
- liament. But 1 wou'd fain know of him where 
be finds any Act of Parliament that confirms theſe 
Articles. There was nothing done by the Par- 
liament ro confirm theſe Articles, but only a pious 
Care expreſs d for Reformation, by requiring Sub- 
ſcriptions of the Clergy. to them under temporal 
Puniſhments, And then concludes, That Fuller 
migbt very well haut ſpar d this flouriſh, *© That 

the Oblipatorineſs # theſe Articles, as to tem- 
poral Puniſhment, bears not date nine years 
before from their Compoſition in Convocation, 

te zut hence forward from their Confirmation in 
* Parliament.“ And 1 think it can't be 
doubted, but Heylin had Zeal enough for the 
Althority of this C14uſe, and againſt his Ad- 
 verſary Fuller, to hape affirm'd, That jt was 
nut omitted in the imprinted Book, to which the 
Parliament requir d the Subſoriptions of the Cler- 
2; had he not known Fuller's Aſſertion, 

That i w omitted, to be undoubtediy true. 

4. Biſhop Pearſon ſays, In the Tear, 057 1. 
Bibl. Scrip. the Articles were reprinted; and then the A of 
Eccl.Ang. Parliament wus publiſed; Which words do 
7. 352. imply his Opinion, that the Book paſsd by 
Parliament was printed in 1571. But how 
ever, for a faller Confirmation of the mat- 
ter, cake His forther Explanarion. He ſays, 
P. 283. That" the Articles of Religion to which Ning 
Charles T. Declaration is ajfix'd, are the ſame 
C. 12. with the Articles mention d in the 13th of Eliz: 
in number, nature, ſubſtauce and words; as he 
i aſſus di having bimſeW* difigently cotated them 
with an Eliition of the” Articles, printed by R. 
Jugg and J. Cawood Printers to the Queen's 
Majeſty Anno Domini 1571. Theſe laſt 
words evidently ſhow Biſhop Pearſon's Opi- 
IST nion 


tin). 

nian, That the imprinted Book ratify'd by par- 
liament, was a Book printed 1571. by Jag 
_ and Cawood. And if that was the Book 

. ratify'd by Parliament, nothing can be 

|  plainer than that the Clauſe of the Church's 

| Power was not ratify'd by Parliament. 1 


have that very Edition withont the Clauſe ; 3 
dut the Reader may perhaps be ſutisfy'd in 
this matter by either * Fuller, or Laud, or 


|] Heylm, or my * Lord of Sarum, who all | 


affirm that the Clauſe of the Church's Power- wah 
left ont in the Editions of 1571. 

There is one thing in this laſt Lila 
ont of Biſhop Pearſon would have amar d 
me, had not a little inquiry into Eccleſiaſti-- 


cal Hiſtory oonvinc d me that nothing was 


more reconeilable in practice than writing 
Expoſitious on the Creed, and downright For. | 
. geryand/Fallification. For notwithſtanding = 
Biſhop Pearſon affirms that the Articles printed 
with King Char les the Firſt”s Declaration before 
. them. are the ſame in Number, Nature, Sub- 
ſtance and Words, with thoſe primed by Jugg 
and Cawood in 1571. and that be bineſelf 
collated them yet there is this material diffe- 
rence det ween theſe two Editions z the Arti- 
cles printed with Charles V's Declaration be- 


fore them have the Clauſe of the Church's 


Power in them, and the Articles printed by 
Jugg and C awood in 1571. are without the 
Cites 5 . I am ready. to * ME both 


BY N 2 n r 


* 0 — 0 _ 


in * Church Hiſt, 33 p. 1 
+ Remains, vol. 2. p. 83. 

{ Hiftory of the Presbyt. 269. 

| : Expoſ. p. 16. 2 

| theſe. 


(18) 


_ theſe. Editions for the ſatisfaction of any 
Inquirer. ; : 


J. The ſeveral printed Editions of the 


Articles in the Reign of Queen Elizabeth 


are another evidence how notorious it was 


that the Clauſe of the Church's Power was ne- 


ver ratify'd by Parliament, I have, as I 
ſaid before, an Edition of the Articles in 
Engliſh in the Year 1571. by Richard Jugg 


and John Cawood Printers to the Queen, 


when they were firſt ratify'd by Parliament, 
wherein the Clauſe of the Church's Power is 
omitted. I have likewiſe another Edition, 
printed the ſame year in Latin by John Day, 


Collection without the Clauſe, And yet Biſhop Sparrow 


of Artic. . 
© &ceprinted 


1671. 
p. 207. 


has the aſſurance to pretend to give us a 
Latin Copy of the Articles, under the title 


of Articles, &c. printed by John. Day in 1571. 


wherein he has inſerted the Clauſe of the 
Church's Power, contrary to Jobn Day's own 


Edition. But what ſurpriz'd me extremely, 
was to find a Latin Copy of our Articles 


under. the ſame title, with the Clauſe like- 


wiſe inſerted, printed before my Lord Sa- 


rums Expoſition of the thirty nine Articles; 


which I did not expect to find in a Book 
written by one that has ſnow'd ſo much in- 


5 
1 7 * 4 * 
. Eo» * 


genuity as my Lord of Sarum has done in | 


this affair: for it is from the -Diſcoverys - 


made by him of old Manuſcripts; that I had 
the firſt hint of the Forgery of this Clauſe. 
However, I think I have juſt grounds to 
dear my Lord himſelf from any deſign 
to impoſe on the Reader; but may ra- 
ther ſuppoſe in his behalf, That when he 
ſegt his Expoſition of the Thirty Nine Ar- 


>... vrcles 


i 


( 19 ) 


ticles to be printed, he truſted to i ſome 


Chaplain or Corrector of the Preſs to put a 
Latin Edition of the Articles before his 
Book, who has thus impos'd on his Lordſhip. 


and the World. And my reaſon for not 
making this an AQ of his Lordſhip, is be- 


cauſe his Lordſhip knew, That the Clauſe of Exp. p.16. 


the Church's Power was left out of the printed 


Editions of 157117. 


The Omiſſion of this Clauſe in the Year a 


1571. was ſo notorious, that Archbiſhop. 


Laud confeſſes it, and gives reaſons why it 


' 


was ſo. Says he, In fad this is manifeſt, Speech in 
that in tbe Tear 1571. the Articles were printed the Star- 
both in Latin and Engliſh, and this Clauſe for CO. 
the Church left out of botb. And certainly, en. 80 


ſays he; this cou d not be done but by the mali-. 
cious Cunning of that oppoſite Faction. And 
tho I ſhall ſpare dead mens Names where I haue 
not certainty, yet if you pleaſe to conſider who 
they were that govern'd Buſineſſes in 15871. and 
rid tbe Church almoſt at their pleaſure, you will 


think it no hard matter to have tbe Articles prin- 


ted, and this Clauſe left out. This the Reader 
muſt needs think a moſt choice Remark, 
when he conſiders that the Convocation of 
1571. paſs'd the Articles without this Clauſe, 
as well as the Parliament; and conſequently 
that they who rid tbe Church at that time, 


2. p· $3» 


were the Governours thereof, in the Arch- 


biſhop's own ſenſe of the word. By whom 
won'd he have had the Church rid, but by 
its Governours? And if he wou'd have it 


rid by them, why ſhou'd he not ſuppoſe 


theſe Governours had as much right to omit 


the Clauſe of the Church's Power if they 


— ; 


11. nes 


(20) 
thought fit, as any other Governours had 
to inſert it in the Articles? But I find no 
Proceedings of Church-Governours will ſa- 
tisfy the greateſt. Advocates of their Power, 
unleſs they be perfectly agreeable to their 
Inclinations, any more than they do the 
erranteſt Fanaticks in the world. And this 
Obſervation is not only verify'd by this Re- 
mark of Archbiſhop Laud, but by the Pro- 
ceedings of the High-Church Prieſts at this 
day, Who at the ſame time that they preach 
= greateſt Submiſſion in the world to 
the Governours of the Church, and make 
'em all to be Jure Divino, are continually 
affronting and abuſing em in the moſt ſcan- 
dalous manner: whereby they become fo 
much worſe than the Fanaticks of old, in 
that they are inconſiſtent with themſelves ; 
whereas the Fanaticks deny'd that they ow'd 
the Biſhops any SubjeQion. "EL e Ui 
Zut to return: The Articles were not 
only printed without the Clauſe of the 
Cburcb'r Power in the Year 1571. but conti · 
nud to be printed ſo for ſome time after. 
A Friend at Oxford writes me word, That 
there i a Latin Copy of the Articles in tbe 
Bodleian Zibrary, printed 1575. in . which the 
Clauſe ef the Church's Power is omitted. How 
long it was after 1571. before the Clauſe 
vas put into the printed Copys, my. Lord 


Ill Exp. p. 16. of Sarum ſays be canner find out. But if Arch- 


biſhop Zaud gives us a compleat Liſt of the 
printed Editions of the Articles, it was not 
inſerted in the Articles till 1593. And if 
Dr. Heylin's word is to be taken, be confirms - 
the Omiſſion of the Clauſe till that 1 N 


Speech, 
P. 83. 


» 


( 23.) | 
He ſays, The Clauſe of the Church's Power Hifſt.ofthe 
was left out in the new Impreſſion of 1571. and 3 
was accordingly left out in all the Har monys of n 

Confeſſions, o/ other Collections of tbe ſame. 
And ſo it ſtood in England till the death 
of Leiceſter, after wbicb in the Tear 1593. it 

was again reprinted. So that, according to the 
confeſſion even of Laud and Heylin, the Clauſe 
was left out in the printed Copys, not only in 
the Year wherein the Articles were. ratify'd 
by Law, but for two and twenty Years af- 
terwards : and this, I ſuppoſe, will be al- 
low'd by all impartial Judges to be a good 
Evidence of the Notoriety of the Fact, That 
the Clauſe of the Church's Power was not in 
the imprinted Book ratify'd by Parliament. 
But 6. and laſfly: To put the matter 
upon ſuch an iſſue as may clearly demonſtrate 
that the imprinted Book ratify*d by Parliament 
þ Was Without the Clauſe ; I deſire thoſe wha - 
defend its Authority to produce any ane Eng- 
lin Edition of the Articles (for it was an Eng- 
liſh one that was ratify d by Parliament) 
printed in or before the Year 1571. when 
the Articles were confirm'd by Law, that 
contains the Clauſe of the Church's Power in 
it. And if this cannot be done, it is a de- 
monſtration that the Parliament paſs'd. the 
Articles without the. Clauſe, unleſs they cou d 
paſs a printed Book before it was printed; 
tho did ſuch an Exgliſu Book appear, it wou'd 
be no ptoof at all that the impvinted Book ra- 
tify d by Parliament had the Clauſe in: for 
ee gr {ufficient * 2 7. 
that they paſs'd an imprinted Book without 
e $SECH -- 
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Hine thus ſtated eee as 
the Authority of the Clauſe, I come now 
to conſider what has been urg'd in its behalf. 
8 And firſt Archbiſhop Laud ſays, The Ar- 
after they paſs'd in Convocation) with the 
ö affirmative Clauſe of the Church's Power in 
Exp. 5. 16. them. And my Lord of Sarum ſpeaks of one 
Copy printed in that Year: But Dr. Heylin 
Hiſtof the goes further, and ſays, That the Clauſe of the 
Churcb's Power was printed as a part of the twen- 
tieth Article, both in Latin and Engliſh, $904. 
Oo 3 ee: it ſhou'd be 1563.7] - | 
the Inſertion of this Clauſe i in the prin- 
ted Edition of 1563. contrary to the origi- 
nal Manuſcript of the Articles ſubſcrib'd: by 
the Con vocation in 1562. my Lord of Sarum” 
Exp. p. 16. makes the following uſe: Says he, Tbe Alte- 
ration from the original Manuſcript was then 
made when the'tbing was freſh and well known ; 
therefore no Fraud nor Artiſice is to be ſuſpected, 
Vince ſome Objections wou d haue been then made, 
Eſpecially 8 the great Panty of the complying 


_ ticles were printed in Latin in 1563. (the Year | 


Papiſts, who then continu d in the Church: They | 


won d not bave fail d to haue made much uſe of 
this, and to haue talen great advantages from 
it, if. there bad been any occaſion or colour 10 
it 4 and yet nothing of this kind was done. 
In anſwer — which, 1 beſeech his Lord⸗ ä 
ſhip to conſider what greater evidence there 
can be of a Fraud, than the printed Articles 
of 1563. contradicting the original Manu- 
1 l by both Houſes of Convo- 
cation 


Ff ²˙Lm-³ ED. 
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cation the Year before? Eſpecially when a 
ſubſequent Convocation in 1571. thought fit 


to review the. Articles, and ratify them with- 
out the Clauſe of the Church's Power. This laſt 
Act of Convocation ought to be look'd on as 
deciſive of the Fraud, ſince they proceeded ſo 
contrary to the printed Edition of 1563. 


ing Papiſts made no complaint; I can ſee no force 
at all in it, becauſe the comply ing Papiſts were 
ſo far from having any cauſe to complain of 
the addition of that Clauſe, that they muſt be 
pleas'd to ſee our Church make ſo great a ſtep 
ſo early after the Reformation towards them, 
and veſt ſuch a Power in the Church as the 

always contended for. And perhaps theſe 


complying Papiſts had as great a hand in the 
Forgery, as I ſhall prove their Succeſlors, 


the complying High-Churchmen, have had in 


endeavouring to perpetuate it to Poſterity. 

3. But my Lord imagines, That ſuch an 
"Alteration cou'd not be made while the thing was 
freſh and well known : Whereas I think the 


Experience of all Ages ſhows how eaſy Im- 


poſitions of this kind are; and I dare ſay, 


my Lord of Sarum, out of his vaſt reading, is 
able to give us a Hiſtory of Impoſitions of that 
kind, as big as his Hiſtory of the Reformation. 


__- (r.) The Stupidity of Mankind, even in 


the times of the greateſt Liberty and Free- 
dom of thinking, was always ſecurity enough 


for ſome Impoſitions. For who at this day 
among the Laity dare give themſelves the 


trouble to examine into the Authority of 


the Articles of any Churgh (when meddling 


2. As to my Lord of Sarum's reaſon why no 
Fraud is to be ſuſpeFed, viz. Becauſe the comply- 


— — —— — 


( 24 ) 
with ſuch Sacred Things always expoſes a 
man to the imputation of Atheiſm) or are 
able to tell what the Articles - of their own ' 
Church are? The Laity-are ever ready to 
fight the Prieſts Batrels, and contend eagerly 
for what they determine, or ſay they have 


determin'd, in their Synods and Convoca- 


tions, without ever troubling themſelves to 


underſtand what it is they fight and contend 
for. But in Queen Elizabeth's time the State 


Pag. 291. 


 Sparrow's 
; Collect. 3 
p. 8 I, 


of Affairs was very different from what it is 
at this time. There was not only leſs Li- 
berty and Freedom of thinking, but a moſt 
exceflive Ignorance was fj read throughout 
the Nation. Mr. Hy ays in his Annals, 
That many of the Subſcribers of the Lower Houſe 
of Convocation of 1562. (who were without 
doubt the moſt learned of the inferiour 


Clergy) wrote ſo ill, that it is >” to read 


their Names. And in the Injundions ſet forth 
in the Year 1559. All Miniſters aud Rea- 
ders o publick Prayers, Chapters and Homilys, 
are cbarg*d to read leiſurely, plainly and diſ- 
tinly, and ta peruſe over before once or twice 
the Chapters and Homilys, to the intent they may 
read to the better underſtanding of the People. 
And as a further Specimen of the ſgno- 
rance of thoſe times, it may not be amiſs 
to give the Reader an” entertaining Paſſage 


cout of Dr. Langbain's Preface before a Book 


of Sir John Cheek's, intitled, The true Subject 


to the Rebel, Says he, What rare Preach- 


ers [hall we imagine they bad at the Univerſity 


in Queen Elizabeth's time, when Mr. Taver- 


» — 
* 


nour f Water-Eaton, High Sheriff of Ox- 
fordſhire, came in pure Charity, not Oſtentation, 
1 8 5 „ 5 to 


(125: ) 


* ive the Scholars 4 Sermon in St. Mary's, 
bis Gald Chain about his neck, and Sword 
by bis ſide, beginning with theſe words. < Ar- 
* riviog at the Monnt of St. Marys on the 
6: ſtony Stage where I now ſtand, 1 have 
"Mn 3 4 9 2 ſome fine Biskets, baked in 
6 the Oven we” Charity, and carefully con- 
« ſery'd for the Chickens of the Church, 
the Sparrows of the Spirit, and the ſweer 
„ Swallows of Salvation.“ | 
t to bring the Ignorance: or Neglltenre | 
Queen Elizabeth's time home to the pre- 
; Queſtion, I ask what greater inſtance 
can theteibe either of the one or the other, 
than ſuch a ſilence among the Writers of 
that. time concerning the. Authority of this 
Clauſe? For tho it was printed in ſome - | 
Editions of the Articles, and left out in o- 


thers, yet I cannot ſind che Jeaſt notice ta- 


ken of it by any Authors of that time; fo 
little. mete the Articles of the Church re- 
 garded, and ſo eaſy was it for the Ctergy to 
Print what they pleas d for Articles of the 
Church. Nothing therefore can pd 
binder Frasds of this kind; but the 'Haneſty 
and lutegrity of: the Clergy, or their fear af 
being diſcover'd: But neither of theſe ranbe 
thonght a ſufficient: Security to any one — 
has look d into the Hiſtory of other N 
trys, or even of his own, Where the Clerey | 
in the Reign of Richard the Second have hid 


the impudence to forge an AG of Parliament The Ciſe 
for. the deſttuction of Heteticks, ſaid by of Ephraim 
them in the title to be made in the Parliament and Faded 


at Weſtminſter guinta Regis. This 


— | 
was indeed detected in the next Seſſions of 5]. Darby, 


TORT Or nn e D Par- 
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( 26.) = 
Parliament, and this Act of theirs declar'd 
to be null and void: ſo their Deſign came 
to nothing. But I think this ſufficiently. 
ſhows their Diſpoſition, and what uſes they 
are ready to make of our Simplicit. 
(. x2.) But it will be ſtill more eaſy to con- 
ceive how this Clauſe was impos'd on us, 
if the Articles were only printed in Latin 
in the year 1563. with the Clauſe in them, 
and in that very year in Engliſh without the 
Clauſe, as | am apt to ĩmagine they were. 
For tho Dr. Heylin: ſays, they were printed 
both in Latin and Engliſh, with the Clauſe of the. 
Church's Power in them, in 1563. yet I find it 
affirm'd by a Gentleman in the year 1660. 
Some Ne- That there was a Diverſity of printed Copys as 
ceſſ. of Re- to the Cluuſe of the Church's Power, in tbe 
_ 25 very Tear they were firſt agreed on. And a- 
ton Gent. gain, ac the bottom of the ſame Page, That 
p. 14. in that very Tear there were two printed Edi- 
tions: of the Articles, one in Engliſh, and ano- 
ther. in Latin, whereof- the one had the C lauſe, 
and the other wanted it So that if it be conſi- 
derid that the Articles were only printed in 
Latin in 1563. with the Clauſe in them, 
but that it was left out in the Engliſh Edi - 
tion of that Lear, my Lord of Sarum may 
very eaſily imagine hom ſuch an Impoſition 
| 7 5 begin in thoſe times. 2 11 
9 T have a further reaſon beſides 
Mr. Hamiltons Teſtimony, for ſuppoſing 
the Eugliſn Edition of that Fear wanted 
In the Clauſe. I have an old Edition of the Ar- 
ttt.icles in Engliſh, printed by R. Jugg, and 7. 
Caood, Printers to the Queen, without any 
gatſte, Where the Clauſe is wanting. And 
e e upon 
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(ar) 
upon examination. I think I have reaſon to 
beliere this to be the Engliſh Edition of 
1563. becauſe I find it anſwers all the Cha- 

racters that Biſhop Pearſon gives us of the Bib.Scrip. 
firſt Edition of the Articles in Engliſh.. He Eccl- Ang. 
ſays, the ſirſt Edition was ſet forth by R. Jugg P. 357: 
and J. Cawood, and that the Articles bad no P. 361. 
number affix'd 50 them both which. exactly 
agree to my Edition, and the laſt particu- 
lar diſtinguiſhes it from all the Editions 1 
have ſeen; for in the Editions of 1571. and 
all ſince, I find. the Articles are number d. 
Beſides, this old Edition of mine recites 
only the Titles of twenty Homilys, agree- 
able to an Edition of the Homilys printed 
in 1563. Which contains only twentʒx; 
whereas the later Editions of the Articles 
give us the Titles of one and twenty Homi- 
lys, agreeable to the laters Editions of the | 
Homilys.!.. 
| Wherefore I think 1 may with fone. rea- 
ſon aſſert, That in the very firſt Vear 
wherein the Articles were printed, there 
were two different Copys going at the ſame 
time, one in Latin with the Clauſe, and the | 
other in Engliſh without the Clauſe: and 4 
conſequently the difficulty of conceiving how 5 
the Impoſition of the Clauſe might begin, i is 
very eaſily ſoly'd. 
(4.) But fore a full and effeftual Confutation 
of my Lord of Sarum's Suppoſition in favour 
of ſome (whom one wou' d think he: ſhap'd 
know better) That no Fraud is: to be ſuſpeFed 
while a thing! is freſh. and well knowa 3 1 Will 
lay before him two inſtanees, which bis Lords | 
ap will allow to be juſt, . Whereby it mag 
D 2 appear 5 


(18) 
appear how very prackieable it is for ſome 
Men to impoſe on others, while things are 
freſh and with nnn co! 
In the Year 1552. and the 6th of King 
D Edward the Vith, there was a Convocation 
rox sf held in London and àur ing the vitring 2 
mw —_ 1 there yr ont in prints ate 
5: Fe? cbiſm and Articles of Religion, both bearing 
niche the Nate of that Synod. - Ad | is a hin 
24 Edit. p. of hact deliver'd" down to this time, that 
203, 206, they both had the Authority of the Convo- 
40. cation, Dr. Atterbury ſays, That in the 6th 
Ib. p. 40 f. Year of King Edward the VIth (15 52.) the 
Convocation then met, and paſt 42 Articles. 
* Bibl. Biſhop * Pearſon and Mr. + Strype both ſay 
Scrip.Eccl. the ſume thing. And Biſhop Sparrow, in his 
205- V. ColletFion of our Articles and Canons, gives 
I Annes, them the Title of A#ticles agreed upon in ibe 
p. 286. 3 Con voration of 1552. Fas Oz as IA ot 
Aas for the Catechiſm, Dr. Atterbury ſays; 
Rights, It had the very ſame Convocational Authority 
- &c-p.201, which the Articles had, and that it wal generally. 
202 nundler ſtood ſo in thoſe times when it came 
Fox, Vol. àhroad; and Cranmer ſays, It bore the Name 


1 


3. p- 50. 3 | 1 i 210 201 
And yet nothing is more plain, than that 


neither the Catechiſm nor the Articles ever 
paſgd the Synod, but were both Impoſitions 
of ſome of the Clergy and others of thoſe 


For, 1, As to the Catechiſm, There 
wess a Difputstion between Pbilpo the Mat- 
tyr, and Pei" A Pa piſt, in the Convoca- 
tion-Bouſe in 1553, in the beginning of 
Feen Mary's Reign; where Weſton objeQ- 
Ib. p. 36. ed to Philpot, That be had ſet forth 3 
| Titel T ET” | « waring 


op) 
bearing the name of this bonourable Synod, with- | 
ou your Conſents. ' Philpot reply d, That this 
Honfe bad granted Autbority to male Eccleſiaſti- \ 
tal Laws, unto certain Perſons to be appointed 
by the King's Majeſy; and whatſoever Eccleſi- 
aſtical Laws they, or the moſt part of them, did 
ſet forth, they might be well faid to be done in 
I be Synod of London:- and in this Point he 
thought the fetter. forth nothing 10 haut ſlander d 
this Houſe, as they went about to perſuade 4be 
World, ſince they bad committed the Synodical 
Authority to them. „ s 
| There was a Diſpute likewiſe between the | 
fame Weſton and Cranmer in Oxford 1554. | 
wherein Weſton objected to Craumer, That be Ib. p. 30. | 
bad ſet forth a Catechiſm in the name of the © | 
Sudd, and yet there be fifty who. witneſs | thas | 
the were of the number of the Convocation, and | 
yet they never beard one word of the Catechiſm. I 
And Cranmer anſwets, I was ignorant of tbe 
Fettring to of that Title, ani as ſoon 4s 1 bad. 
 knowledy of it, I did not like it; therefore when 
I complain d thereof to the Council, it was an- 
- ſwer'd by them, That tbe Joo wus ſo entitled, 
rauſe it was ſet forth in the time of Convo· 
AG e 19% ©3544 net 
Theſe Anſwers. of Philpor and Cranmer 
clearly ſhow the Impoſition on the Synod ; 
and ['cannot_help'adding, out of reſpe& to 
that excellent Martyr Cranmer, that Cran- 
ms Anſwer clearly ſhows bis own Honeſty 
and Integrity in this whole Affair. 
20 As to the Articles of 155 2. being im- 
pos d on the Synod, that will likewiſe appear 
evidently out of Fr. One of the Popiſh 
Charges againſt Cranmer in 1553. in the be- 
ie 5 : ginning 


— — — . — — —— 


8 


| en 
Ib. p.551. ginning of Queen Mary's Reign, was, That 
be did compile and cauſe to he ſet abroad di- 

vers Books. Cranmer anſwer' d, That as for 

tbe Catechiſm: and Book. of Articles, be granted 

them to be his Doings; which. words, accord - 
Reflect. on ing to:my Lord: of Sarum himſelf, decide the 
ary Point, ſo that it will admit of no more Debate, 
5 8 viz. that neither the Catechiſm nor the. Arti- 
EE cles were compil d by the Con vocation, tho 
both of them were pot out in their we; 
and. while they ſat. wo! 


8E CT. ul. 


TY 7 of Sarum, a clear Res? * 
Authority of the Edition of the Atti- 
cles i in 1563. againſt the Original Manuſcript 
ſllubſcribd by both Houſes of Convocation, 
Expoſ. ſays, Tbe true account of the Difficulty is this- 
p. 1. ben the Articles were - firſt" ſettled, they mere 
_- ſubſcrib'd by both Houſes.'0n Paper; but that 
being done, they were | afterwards ingroſsd- in 
Parchment, and made. up in form, to remain as 
Records. Nom in all ſuch Bodys, many Altera- 
tions. are often made after a Minute or finſt 
| er * is agreed on, before the Matter is brougbt 
full perfection; fo this Alteration was made 
— the time that they were firſt ſubſerib'u, 
and the -laſto unting of them. But, ſays my 
Lord Biſhop, #be Original Records, which, if 
extant; won d bade clear d the whole matter, 
having been: burnt in the Fire: of n des | 
mas ipn {ſible ta appeal to them. 

TO which { tifwer, 1. That let the Arti 
cles be ingroſ#d in Parchment, after they were 
ee by both * en Paper, fab rib 

ubſcri 


q * 
re. 


8 
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zr) 


| ſubſcrib'd are the authentick Originals: and 


were thoſe Parchments (which the Biſhop 
ſuppoſes) in being, they wou'd not be of 
equal Authority with the Originals in Paper, 
ſign d by both Houſes of Convocation. 
2. His Lordſhip's Suppoſition, That the 


Alteration was made between the time the Arti- 
cles were firſt ſubſcribd, and the laſt voting , 
them, is inconſiſtent. with the Proceedings f 
all other Aſſemblys of Men, who always 


vote firſt and ſubſeribe laſt: And this Method 


which his Lordſhip ſuppoſes the Convocation 


took, will never be allow'd to be the Method 
of Convocation, even by Men who have no 
2 [Opinion of the Proceedings of ſuch a 


J. . n Nieten oY V+. V4 * 
3. His Lordſhip: refers the Proof of his 
Suppoſition to Records that are loſt (which 


did they appear wou 'd ſignify nothing) and 


therefore can never be admitted to take 


S Bam nate Fable Evidence as [ 
have produc'd. And I hope, in regard to 
the Authority of Human Teſtimony,whereon 
the Truth of the Chriſtian Religion in ſome 
meaſure depends, that neither his Lotdſhip, 

nor the Clergy: will urge ſuch Preſumptions 
in favour of themſelves and their own Power, 
againſt the higheſt Evidence a matter of 
Fact is capable of, leſt” 7»fidels and Scepticks 
with as much reaſon turn ſuch , Objetions 
upon them. VV ttb einem 
4. But to vindicate beyond contradiction 
the Authority of the Manuſcript Articles of 


1562. left to Corpus Cbriſti College by Arch- 


biſhop Parker, and to deſtroy. the credit of 


the Latin Edition of the Articles printed in 


1563. 


- 
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Bib. Scrip. 


Eccl. Ang. 


p. 362. : 


Can) 


1363. and overthrow my Lord of Sarum's 


Syppoſition of the Convocation's firft ſubſeri- 


. bing the Articles without the Clauſe, and then 


vating them with the Clauſe; I ſhall produce 


a Paſſage out of that very Latin Edition of 


1563. Where The Clauſe was firſt printed, 

wich which 4 am furoiſh'd by Biſhop Pearſon, 

who in a Book, intitled, No Neceſſty: of Re- 
formation, ſays, We know chat there was an 

Original of the Articles inroll d; we can tell them 

how many Pages that Original conſiſted of, even 
determinately 19. we can aſſure them this was 
depoſited with. Matthew Archbiſhop of Canter- 
bury 5 we can tell them the Day mben it was 
done, viz. the Fifth Day of February: all-wbich 
appeareth by the Poſt ſcript printed with the Arti- 
cles in Latin in be Tear 1563, Renald Wolfe 
the Ougen's Printer. And he chen proceeds 
to give us the Poſtſcript, -which in Engliſh 
runs thus: Tbeſe Articlet * Cbriſtian Faith, 


„ k 
* — 


a 7 „ 4 1 _ 


* 
= 


nos Articulos Chrikigne Fidei, contingntes in 


univerſum novemdecem paginas in Autographo, 
halter gene ere Rererendiſſinum in Chriſto | 
trem, Dominum Matthæum Cantuarienſem Ar- 


chiepiſcopum, totius Anglir Primatem & Metropo- 


litanum, Archiepiſcopi & Epiſcopi utriuſque Pro- 
vineie regno-Anglie, in Hacrd Provincial Synodo 
legitime congregati, unanimi afſenſu recipinat . & 

rofitentur, & ut veros atque Orthodoxos, ma nuum 
Raaruch \fubſcriptionibus approbant, viceſimo nono 
die menſis Januarii, Anno Domini, ſecandum com- 


. 


putationemi Eccleſiæ Anglicane;, milleſi mo quingen- 
Fuel ee ſecundo: univerſuſque Clerus 


inferioris domus, eoſdem & rece pit & profeſſus eſt, 


* N _ CA.” 
ut ex manuum ſuarum ſubferiptionibus patet, quas 


obtulit & depoſuit apud eundem Reverendiſſimum, 
quinto die Februarii, Anno prædicto. on 


containing 


(38: 
containing in all nineteen Pages, in a Manuſcript 
in the Cuſtody of the moſt Reverend Father in 
_ Chriſt Matthew Archbiſhop of Canterbury, Pri- 
mate and Metropolitan of all England, the Arch 
biſhops and Biſhops of each Province, lawfully aſ- 
ſembled in a Holy Provincial Synod, do receive 
and profeſs with unanimous Aſſent, and approve 
as true and Orthodox by Subſcription of their 
Hands on the Twenty Ninth of January, in the 
Tear of our Lord, according to the Computation 
of the Church of England, One .Thouſand Five 
Hundred Sixty Two And all the Clergy of tbe 
Lower Houſe did unanimouſly receive and pro- 
Feſs the ſame, as appears by tbe Subſcription of 
their hands, which they brought and de paſited with 
the ſame moſt Reverend. Archbiſhop, on the Fifth 
of February in the aforeſaid Year. 
- Fheſe words contain ſuch a Deſcription 
| of the Manuſcript left by Archbiſhop Parker 
\ & to Corpus Chriſti College in Cambridg, as de- 
monſtrate that to be the only authentick Ori- 
ginal of the Articles of 1562. | 
For, 1ſt. The Poſtſcript ſays, That the Ar- 
ticles in Manuſcript were kept by Archbiſhop Par- 
ker; and it is certain Parker gave theſe Ma- | | 
#uſcript Articles to Corpus Chriſti College. : | 
_ 2ly. The Poſtſcript ſays, The Manuſcript 
contain'd in all nineteen Pages, ſo does the Ma- 
nuſctipt of Corpus Chriſti College; for at the Scrype's 
end of it are theſe words, Theſe Articles contain- Annals, 
ing in all nineteen * Pages, &c. pe 209 
3h. The Poſtſcript ſays, The Archbiſhops and . 
Biſhops of both Provinces ſubſcrib'd the Manu- 


Hos Articulos Fidei Chriftianz continentes in 
uniyerſum noyemdecem paginas, &. 


8 ſcritt 


= 


ef: 34 15 | 
ſeript Articles, kept by Archbiſhop Parker, on the - 
| 29th of January 1562. and fo ſays the Manu- 
1b. p. 28 9. ſeript of Corpus Cbriſti College. From all which 


nothing is more clear, than that the Latin 
Edition of the Articles in 1563. upon which 
fo much is built, deſtroys its own credit, 
eſtabliſhes the Anthority of the Manuſcript 
of Corpus Chriſti College, and cuts off all pre- 
tence for imagining the Clauſe of the Church's 
Power was voted after the Articles were firſt 
fubſerib'd ;, fince the printed Edition of 1563. 
came 6ut after the Convocation had done 
yu Lf. and voting. | 
5. 1 find by Mr. Stryp © (Annals p. 289.) 
| That this Manuſcript of Corpus Chriſti Col- 
lege. is a fair draught of King Edward the 6th's | 
Articles (which were Forty Two in number ) 
accurately writ out for the uſe and ſerious Conſi- 
deranion of Archbiſhop Parker, ſome of which 
ate wholly ſtruck out 24 ſuperſeded by the Arch- 
with a red Lead Pen, and divers others of 
them ſhortned, daſhing that thro which be was 
 mmded to bave anbei find likewiſe by the 
Adi of the Upper Houſe of the Convocation of 
1362, lately printed in the Hmodus Anglicana 
(p. 193.) That the Articles of King Edward 
were the ſubject Matter before both Houſes. 
Wherefore it evidently follows, That Par- - 
ker's Manuſcript (which is a draught of King 
Edward's Articles ſubſcrib'd by both Provin- 


. ces of the Clergy) is the true and only Ori- 


ginal of the Articles of 1562. and conſe- 
quently, that neither any other Manuſcript 
nor printed Book (that is any way different 

fltrom it) can be of any Authority. | | 


(35 y 
SB CT. 


ESIDES the Authority of the Latin 
Copy printed in 1553. it is further pre- 
tended, in behalf of the Clauſe in queſtion, 
That before the Fire of London there were 55 Sa- 
Records of Convocation in being that had um Exp. 
+ the Clauſe in them, and that from thence it? 
Was taken and printed in' the year T1 $03. 
Dr. Heylin ſays, That baving oc to Animad. on 
conſult the Records of Convocation, he found © _ 
this controverted Clauſe of the Church's Power : - 44 3 
verbatim. Archbiſhop Laud, in his Speech 1 
in the Starcbamber, at the Cenſure of Pryny, 
Baſtwick and Burton, is more particular, and 
ſays, That he ſent to the publick Records in P. 83. 
bis Office, and here, under his Officer's hand, 
who is a Publick Notary, is return d to him the 
20th Article, with the affirmative Clauſe of the 
Church's Power in it. And there is the whole 
Body of the Articles to be ſeen; and that theſe 
Articles were fully and fairly agreed to and ſub- Ibid. 
gd: ( | 
And as to the Articles review'd by the 
Convocation in 1571. he ſays, They were 
ſettled as in the year 1562. witb the Clauſe 
in them for the Church e for looking further in- 
to the Records which were in his own bands, 
he found the Book of 1562. ſubſcrib'd by all 
the Lower Houſe of Convocation in the year 
1571. . Theſe Particulars urg'd by Heylin 
and Laud, ſeem at firſt view to give ſome 
Authority to the diſputed Clayſe ; but as all 
Objections to the Truth do, when exa- 
min'd, tend to its Confirmation, ſo here 
Ko om BY <-> a 


„ Ge YG F: 

' theſe Obje&ions will give me an opportunity 
of ſetting this matter in a clearer light than 
I cou'd have done, had not Archbiſhop Laud 
and Heylin thought fit to produce theſe Au- 
thoritys, e's | | 
Ü begin firſt with the pretended Record of 
the Articles ſubſcrib'd in the Year 1577. 
becauſe my Anſwer here will diſcover what 


ſort of Evidence Archbiſhop Zaud was, and = 


thereby prepare my Reader for what I ſhall 
. obſerve more largely, on occaſion of the 
pretended Records of the Articles of 1562. 
cited alſo by Archbiſhop Laud. 

1. Now that ABp Laud never ſaw any 
Articles that were ſettled and ſubſcrib'd in 
1571. as he ſays he did in his Speech in the 
Starchamber in 1637. will be evident from 
the following Paſſage written by him, in his 
Hiſtory of his own Troubles and Trial : ſays he, 
A Committee of the Houſe of Commons ſent 
Mr. Dobſon my Comptroller to me to the Tower, 
to require me to ſend them, under my band, 
what Originals I bad of the Articles of Reli- 
gion eſtabliſÞÞd in 1571. This was on Wedneſ- 
day, July 12. (1643.) and return'd him the 
ſame day this Anſwer in Writing, with my name 
toit - The Original Articles of 1571. 1 
« cou'd never find in my Paper Study at 
C Lambeth, or any where elſe ; and whe- 
ether any Copy of them were left there, I 
% cannot tell.” So that here you have 
Laud contradicting himſelf, and deſtroying 
his own Teſtimony in the Starchamber, in the 
fulleſt manner that can be. While he was 
in the height of his Power, and had no 
fear of being call'd to an account for what 


he 


ELSE? | 
he ſaid, this bleſſed Martyr made no ſcruple 
to put a Falſhood on the World, by ſay- 
ing, That looking into the Records which were in 
his own bands, be found the Articles ſubſcrib'd 
by all the Lower Houſe of 'Convocation in 1571. 
But when he was in apprehenſion that he 
 ſhov'd be oblig'd to produce his Vouchers 
for what he ſaid, he proceeded with more 
Caution, and tells the Parliament, That be 
cou'd never find the Original Articles of 1571. 
either at Lambeth, or any where elſe. I do 
not think his Admirers will alter their Opi- 
nion concerning him (any more than 1 do 
mine) on account of this notorious Preva; 
rication: I do not hope to produce that 
effect on them; nor is it of any moment to 
the queſtion in debate, either whether they 
do not believe a word that he ſays, or elſe 
lay an equal ſtreſs on both his Teſtimonys 3 
for let them take which ſide they pleaſe, it 
is demonſtrable that his Teſtimony in the 
Starchamber muſt go for nothing. 
2. Tho Archbiſhop Zaud's own Teſtimonỹ | 
in 1643. be abundantly ſufficient to deſtroy 3 
what he ſaid in the Starchamber-in 1637. 
and ſhows how little his Veracity was to be 
rely'd on; yet if the Reader will but con- | 
ſider what has been ſhewn before, vix. that 2 
we have an original Manuſcript of the Arti- N 
cles of 1571. now in being without the | | 
Clauſe; there cannot remain the leaſt doubt | | 
but that Laud impos'd on his Auditors in the | 
Starchamber. | _ 
*2dly. Asto the Record of the Articles that 
Archbiſhop. Laud ſays were agreed and ſub- 
ſerib'ꝗᷓ to in 1562, and for which he preg 


Annals, 


p. 289. 
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the Hand of 'a Publick Notary in the Star- 
chamber, 1 anſwer, | 
Iſt. By asking, (1.) On what day this Re- 

cord was agreed to and ſubſcrib'd ? for if it 
was ſubſcrib'd before Archbiſhop Parker's 
Manuſcript was ſubſcrib'd, it can be of no 
validity to eſtabliſh the Authority of the con- 
troverted Clauſe, the ſubſequent Subſcrip- 
tion of Parker's Manuſcript nulling all former 
Subſcription. (2.) 1 ask by whom this Re- 
cord was ſubſcrib'd ? for unleſs it was fub- 
ſcrib'd by both Houſes of Convocation, it 
is of no.validity againſt a Record ſubſcrib'd 


by. both Houſes, as Archbiſhop Parker's is. 
13.) I ask-in what manner this Record is 


ſubſcrib'T? ? for in my Enquirys I meet with 
ſomething very ſtrange, and that for ovght 
I know Archbiſhop Laud may. call Subſcrip- 


tion. A Friend at Oxford writes me word, 


That there are two Latin Copys of the Articles 
printed in the Year 1563. by Renald Wolte, 
wherein the Clauſe of the Church's Power is 
inſerted; aud, ſays he, I cannot but obſerue a 
xotable piece of Fraud as to one of theſe Copys, 
to the Vellum Cover of which is paſted a long 
Scroul of Names, ef the ſuppos d Subſcribers 
to the Articl of. 1562. But when I came to 
compare theſe Names with thoſe Ar. Stry pe bas 
given us out of Corpus Cbriſti College Libra- 
IJ, that are ſubſcrib'd to Archbiſhop Par- 
ker's Manuſcript of 1562. 1 found them quite 


different; for tho ſome of the Names, are the 


ſame with theſe, yet it is commonly by other 


Titles: ſo that neither the Prolocutar war. t 
Aembers cou'd be the ſame that ſubſexib'd 25 


Anißles of 1 $62+, Ualeſs therefore Arc 
biſhop. 


„ 


biſhop Laud, Dr. Heylin, or ſomebody elſe, 
had told us in what manner this Book was 
ſubſcrib'd; we may very well imagine that 


there was ſuch a piece of Artifice us'd, as 


there is at Oxford, to give credit to the con- 
troverted Clauſe : eſpecially ſince ſo much 


Prevarication appears in ſupporting it, and 


there is the greneſt Evidence in the world 

for rejecting it. 

_  2dh. 1 anſwer, That there coufd be no 
Records of Convocation in the. Archbiſhop 

of Canterbury's Office left in Laud's time, 

proper to determine the queſtion of the Au- 


thority of the controverted Clauſe. For it 
has already been ſhewn, that the original 


Articles were left with Archbiſhop Parker, 
and that they were given by him as a Le- 


gacy to Corpus. Chriſti College in Cambridge, 


at his death in 1575. where they {till re- 
main. 


all the marks in the world of being genuine, 
pet the Authority of Archbiſhop Parker muſt 


be allow'd to be greater in this caſe than 


Archbiſhop Zaud's. I ſuppoſe Archbiſhop 
Parker is generally eſteem'd a High Church- 
man, by what I meet with of him in Mood 
(who never gives a good word to any one 


of another Character) That he ſat in the athenz © 
See of Canterbury with great | honour to the Oxon. vol. 
time of his death : And therefore he muſt be 1+ 2: 588. 
ſappos'd at leaſt willing to do juſtice to the 

Church, and not deceive Poſterity to the diſ- 


advantage of the Church, tho he might make 
ſome ſcruple of prevaricating in its behalf, as 
Laud did. But there was a great difference 

BD between 


3dly. Had not the Manuſcript” of 1562. ; 


( 49 ) 

between them in another reſpet, Arcli- 
biſhop Parker, as Preſident of the Convoca- 
tions of 1562, and 1571. the only Convoca- 
tions that ever had the affair of our Articles 
before them, muſt be acquainted perfectly 
with their Proceedings, and conſequently be 
better qualify'd to give an account of our Ar- 
ticles than any ſucceed ing Archbiſnop. And 
therefore on that account it ought to be pre- 
ſum'd that Parker's Manuſcript is the true 

authentick Manuſcript of our Articles. 
Athly. That there were no Records in the 
Archbiſhop of Canterbury's Office, proper to 
determine the queſtion before us in behalf of 
the Clauſe, in Laud's time, will appear like- 
Wiſe from a Paſſage out of Dr. Heylin's Cy- 
prianus Anglicus, or Life of Archbiſhop Laud 3 
which on other accounts, as well as that be. 
fore us, deſerves to be cited at large. Says 
Pag. 70. he, The Archbiſhop (that is Archbiſhop Abbot, 
Ann. Dom. Laud's immediate Predeceſſor) had been off 
1617- thebooks omg the Affront (as he conceiv d) was 
duct upon bim in burning his Chaplain Dr. Moc- 
ket' Book, intitled, Politia Eccleſiæ Angli- 
canæ; which had given no ſmall reputation to 
the Church of England beyond the ſeas for 
which Severity, tho many juſt reaſons were al- 
ledg*d; yet it was generally conceiv'd, that as 
tbe Book far'd the worſe for the Author's ſake, 
- -  ſotbe- Author did not ſpeed the better for the Arch- 
biſhop's ſake ;, between whom and the Biſhop of 
Wincheſter there had been ſome differences, 
which tbe reſt of the Court - Biſhops were apt enough 
to make uſe of to bis diſadvantage. This Dr. 
Mocket bad publiſh'd in the Latin Tongue the 
Liturgy of the Church of England, the publick 
n | ; EET Cate= 


en, of what 25 ſoever. 


_ Catechiſms, the Thirty nine Articles, the Book 


of Ordination of Biſhops, Prieſts and Deacons, 
and many doctrinal Points extracted out of the 
Book of Homilys ; together with Biſhop Jewel's 
Apology, Mr. Noel!'s Catechiſm, and his own 
Politia, Oc. A Collection which the good Man 
publiſſd in a pious Zeal, for gaining bonour to 
this Church among foreign Nations: But then 


this Zeal of bis was accompany d with ſo little 
| Knowledg in the Conſtitution of this Church, or 


fo much by>ſsd to Calvin's Platform, that is 
was thought fit not only to call it in, but to 


expiate the Errors of it in a publick Flame. 


For firſt bis Extras out of the Book of Ho- 


milys were conceiv'd to be rather fram'd ac- 


cording to his own Judgment, which inclin d 


him towards Calviniſm, as bis Patron did; 


than ſquar'd according to the Rules and Dic- 
tates of the Church, of England. And poſſi- 
ble enough it is, that ſome just 2 might 
be taken at bim, for making the Faſt-days ap- 


pointed in the Liturgy of the Church of Eng- 
land #0 be pra, of 

ticas Conſiderationes, for politick Conſidera- 
tions only. But that which I conceive to have 
been the true cauſe wby the Book was burnt, 


and obſerꝰꝰd ob Poli- 


was, that in oubliſhing the twentieth Article 
concerning the Autbority of the Church, be to- 
tally left out the f Clauſe, viz. Haber 


Eecleſia Ritus ſive Ceremonias ſtatuendi 


jus, & in  Controverſiis fidei authorita- 
tem : by means whereof the Article was ap- 


 parently falſiſy d, the Church's Authority diſ- 


avow'd, and conſequently a wide gap open d 
to diſpute ber Power in all ber Canons and De- 
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From which Paſſage of Dr. Heylin, I ar- 
gue, (t.) That if Mocket's Book was burnt 
out of enmity to Archbiſhop Abbot his Pa- 


tron; and if the Reaſons publickly aſſign'd 


were what the Doctor ſuggeſts ; and if 
the Doctor conceives aright as to the true 
cauſe of burning it; it is evident that the 
Clauſe of the Church's Power muſt be a pure 
piece of Forgery. For if the Omiſſion of 


the Clauſe had been really a defect in 


Mocket, why was not that aſſign'd as a 


publick Reaſon for burning the Book? That 


wou'd have been ſo glorious an opportu- 
nity for the Court- Biſhops to ſhow their en- 
mity to Abbot, that their omitting to aſ- 
ſign that as a Reaſon for burning his Book, 
evidently ſhows that they cou'd not defend 
the Authority of the Clauſe. (2.) AMockets 
Book ſhow'd the Judgment of Archbiſhop 
Abbot, and in all likelihood of many other 
Divines of that time, and thereby render'd 
the Authority of the Clauſe very ſuſpicious ; 
ſo that it became the Court-Biſhops not only 
out of enmity to Archbiſhop Abbot, but 


out of regard to the Church, to have ſettled 


the Authority of this diſputed Clauſe, which 
the Records of that time muſt have enabled 


them to do, had there been any to the pur- 


poſe. But ſince no attempt. was made at 
that time towards eſtabliſhing the Authority 
of this doubtful Clauſe ; and ſince Archbiſhop 


Abbot and ſeveral other eminent Divines 


muſt be ſuppos'd likewiſe to think it ſpuri- 
ous ;, nothing can be plainer than that there 
were no Records then in being proper to 


determine the Affair of this controverted 


Clauſe, 


(43) — 
Clauſe, but what made againſt its Authority. 
The Records belonging to the Office of the 
Archbiſhop of Canterbury were as viſible then 
as they were afterwards in Laud's time; but 
ſince no one then thought fit to make uſe of 
them, when ſo juſt an occaſion was given, I 
conclude that there were then none there in 
favour of the Clauſe, and that if Archbiſhop 
Laud's Manuſcript. did appear to have been 
there in Archbiſhop Abbot's time, it wou'd be 
of no authority. | 
thy. But Archbiſhop Zaud himſelf has 
enabled me to put an end intirely to the Au- 
thority of this Manuſcript, (for which he 
produc'd the Hand of a publick Notary) in 
almoſt as ample a manner as he did in the 
caſe of the original Articles of 1571. For 
when the Houſe of Commons in 1643. ſent 
to him at the ſame time about the Original 
of the Articles of 1562. as they did about 
thoſe of 1571. he ſent this Anſwer with his 
Name to it: The original Articles of 1562. gig of bis 
with many bands, I did ſee and peruſe at Lam - Troubles, 
beth; but whether the Biſhops bands were to them p. 208. 
or not, I cannot remember. So that theſe ori- 
ginal Articles of 1562. for which he cites a 
publick Notary,” are plainly of no authority, 
when conſider'd in oppoſition to Archbiſhop 
Parker's Manuſcript : For ſure no one will ſay 
that a Manuſcript ſubſcrib'd with many hands 
of one Houſe of Convocation, is of equal au- 
thority with one ſubſcrib'd by both Houſes, 
and both Provinces. But, e 
6thly. Upon ſuppoſition that there was 
a double Subſcription of the Articles, I argue 
further, That either the Articles which 3 
We F 2 Thus 


„ 3 
thus doubly ſubſcrib'd, were numerically the 
ſame, or ſomewhatdifferent from one another. 

If they were numerically. the ſame, then the 
Records for which Laud produces the Hand of 
a Publick Notary, muſt be forg'd Records, 
with a ſham Liſt of Names tack'd to them : 
becauſe theſe Records of Laud differ from the 
original Articles which were lodg'd with Arch- 
biſhop Parker, and that are now to be ſeen at 
Corpus Chriſts College in Cambridge without 
the Clauſe. If the Articles thus doubly ſub- 
ſcrib'd were not the ſame in all reſpects, then 
thoſe Records, for which Zaud produc'd the 

Hand of a Publick Notary (if they were true 
Records) muſt be'thoſe ſubſcrib'd by many 
Hands of the Lower Houſe ; becauſe Archbi- 
ſhop Parker's Manuſcript was left by him to 
Corpus Chriſti College at his death in 1575. 
and conſequently was remov'd from the 
Archbiſhop of Canterbury's Office long before 
Laud's time. Wherefore did thoſe Records 

now appear with the Clauſe for the Church's 
Power, they wou'd be ſo far from eſtabliſhing 
its Authority, that they wou'd intirely de- 
ſtroy it. For the appearance of ſuch a Re- 
cord wou'd ſhow that there was a Conteſt in 
the Convocation of 1562. about the Clauſe of 
the Church's Power; and the Manuſcript of 
Corpus Chriſti College wou'd ſhow not on] 
that the Clauſe is no part of our twentiet 
Article, but that the Convocation of 1562. 
acquitted themſelves like Proteſtants, in 
throwing out ſuch a Clauſe, which ſome at 
that time of day were fo much Papiſts as to 
ſubſcribe; whereby the Senſe of our Church 
wou'd be diſcover'd in a more compleat 
F „CCͤͥĩ U ẽ 
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manner againſt the Doctrine of the Authority 
of the Church in Controverſys of Faith, than if a 
Clauſe aſſerting its Authority had never been 
Wd ac | E OE, 


Thus J have produc'd what I think fit at | 
' preſent to demonſtrate both the Forgery and 
Abſurdity of this Clauſe : but yet I hope no 
one can think me ſo irrational, as to propoſe 
either by the one or the other to produce any 
other effect on our Higb- Church Prieſts, than 
a greater Noiſe and Zeal than ever in its be- 
half; for, as my Lord of Sarum very juſtly Exp. P. 3. 
obſerves, When Corruptions are beneficial to the - 
whole Body of the Clergy, they can never be re- 
form d without a miracle by the major part. And 
therefore I ſhall conclude this matter with a 
few Inferences from the whole, for the ſake 
bf thoſe to whom it is written; who either 
have no intereſt to miſtead them, or elſe have 
a Love of Truth ſuperior to ſuch a Conſide- 
ration. = FITS 
As, 1, A Man may ſee by this Inſtance 
how uncertain Tradition is, and by what ſort 
of means that has, not with the Jews only, 
but with the majority of Chriſtians, gone a 
great way towards making the Word of God of Mark 7. 
none effect. V „ 
21. How uncertain the Evidence of the 
graveſt Divines in Church- Matters is, more 
eſpecially ſince they give . make one 
believe, that they think themſelves oblig d 
in Conſcience to promote the Intereſt of the 
Clergy, which they call the Good of the Church, 
by Fraud (as well as Force) as the Inſtances 
I have given wou'd tempt one to imagine. 


Ll 


For 


© ans 
For I can hardly conceive ſo ill an Opinion of 
Archbiſhop:Laud or Biſhop Pearſon, as to be- 
lieve them capable of offering things to the 
World againſt their own knowledg, upon 
any other Principle, but that out of Conſci- 
_ ence they think themſelves oblig'd to uſe that 
Trick (as Archbiſhop Tillotſon phraſes it) of - 
the Zealots, of Lying for the Truth. 

3ly..If Men may be impos d on ſo eaſily in 

ſuch a Country as ours, how much more ea- 
ſily may they be impos'd on in the more igno- 
rant and dark Corners of the Earth, eſpeci- 
ally before printing was invented, when all 
kind of Literature was wholly in the hands 
of Eccleſiaſticks? _ 

40. If Prieſts are capable of venturing, to 
forge an Article of Religion, and Mankind 
are ſo ſtupid as to let them have Succeſs, 
how can we receive Books of bulk (ſuch as 
the Fathers and Councils) that have gone thro 
their hands, and lay any ſtreſs or depen- 
dance on their Authority? Ought we not 
rather to ſuppoſe, that where they have had 
an Opportunity; they have laid out their na- 
tural Talents in Alterations, Interpolations, 
and Raſures of thoſe Books, than that they 
have let us have any thing pure and unmixt 


5 5 as from the Fountain? 
$ly. We may learn how advantageous ſuch . 


Diſcoverys are to True Religion, which can 
never be rendred ſuſpicions,” or of doubtful 
Authority, butwhen it.is;mix?d and blended, 
and put on the ſame foot of Credit with the 
Forgerys of Prieſts. Let Religion (which 
ſignifys Man's Duty to God) ſtand on thoſe 
RNeaſons which muſt ot f courle gccur to body 
oa, 


0 
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body, without the aſſiſtance of F orgery from 
the Prieſts, and Perſecution from Magiſtrates 


at their inſtigation; and it cannot be ſup- 
pos d, but that all well-meaning Men muſt 


come into it, without a high Reflection on 
Almighty God, in making him to require 
that as a Duty of us, which with the beſt In- 
tentions we are not able to arrive at the 
'knowledg of. | 


6ly. and Laſtly, How great a value we 
Proteſtants ought to ſet upon the Holy Scrip- _ 
tures, thoſe ineſtimable Treaſures of Wifſ- 
dom and Knowledg, ſince there is nothing % 
but uncertainty to be met with every where 8 
elſe; and ſince we are aſſur'd by the Spirit of 
Truth it ſelf, that they alone are able to make 2 Tim. 3. 


#5 wiſe unto Salvation. They have a univerſal 13. 


Tradition to ſupport them, infinitely beyond 

the Evidence of any other matter of fact, 

and have beſides the demonſtration of the Spirit x Cor. 2.4. 
and of Power. But I cannot expreſs my ſenſe 

better againſt the Authority of Prieſts, and 

for the Authority of the Scriptures, than in 

the words of our incomparable Chill;gworth - 

ſays he, By the Religion of Proteſtants I p,,z. Rel. 
« do not underſtand the Doctrine of Luther, a ſafe way, 
© or Calwn, or Melancthon; nor they Con- cap. 6- 


_ © feſlion of Auguſta or Geneva, nor the Ca- Set, 36. 


te techiſm of Heidelburg, nor the Articles f 
* the Church of England; but the Bible, the 
<< Bible, I ſay, the Bible only is the Religion 


© of Proteſtants. Whatſoever elſe they may 
believe as matter of Faith and Religion, 


they cannot do it with coherence to their 
„on grounds, nor require the Belief of it 


*+ of others, without "moſt high and moſt 


« ſchif- 


| ( 4.8 ) | | * 
« ſchiſmatical Preſumption, I for my part, 
after a long, and (as I verfly believe and 
“ hope) impartial ſearch of the true way to 
4 Eternal Happineſs, do profeſs plainly, that 
] cannot find any reſt for the Sole of my 
% Feet, but upon this Rock only. I ſee 
< plainly and with my own Eyes, Councils 
% againſt Councils, ſome Fathers againſt 
« others, the ſame Fathers againſt them- 
<« ſelves, a Conſent of Fathers of one Age 
_ < apainſt a Conſent of Fathers of another 
Age, and the Church of one Age againſt 
e the Church of another Age. Traditive 
« Interpretations of Scripture are pretended, 
s but few. or none to be found: No Tradi- 
tion but only of Scripture, can derive it 
« ſelf from the Fountain. In a word, there 
<« is no ſufficient certainty, but of Scripture 
* only, for any conſidering Man to build 
<< upon. This therefore, and this only, 1 
ce have reaſon to believe: this I will profeſs, 
„ according to this 1 will live; and for this, 
if there be occaſion, I will not only wil- 
e 1lingly, but gladly loſe my Life, tho I 
„ ſhou d be ſorry that Chriſtians ſhow'd take 
irn. „ 
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Advertiſement. 


1 Hereas in the two former Impreſſions 
of Prieſteraft, &c. a Letter from Ox 


ford is cited, giving an account of an Engliſh 
Edition of the Articles, being cut out from 
| 1 5 1 
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[what pars of England he is; a 


o 
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a Volume 26 Ae in the Bodleian Li- 
.brary ; 1 have omitted that Paſſage in this 


be Edition, upon the fight of a Letter from 
Oxford, which aſſures the Gentleman to 
Whom it was wrote, that my Friend was 


miſtaken. I do not know at Nee in 
erefore - 


cannot as yet give the Reader, and my 


8 ſelf, that Satisfaction in the matter, which T 


| hope to do when i hear E IN 
. 82 8 40M | 


„ige date Sathf 
OR: Citations. tefer d to in the foregoing 
Tract, may repair to Mr. John Darby Prin- 
ter in Bartbolomew-Cloſe, where the Books 
from whence ee nee left at 8 
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ADVERTISEMENT to all True 
lauert che Old Bagh Confiruio, 


WA THereas the Writings of Mr. Samuel Johnen, 
VV - ſometime Chaplain tothe Right Hondura- 
ble William Lord Ruſſel, have been always peculiaxly 
-efteem'd, among the beſt Judges, for Strength of 
Argument and a thorow Learning in the Laws. and 
Conſtitution of England, and for having remarkably 
_ defended the Libertys of this-Nation' when in the ut- 
moſt danger; it is now, at the repeated Deſire of 
ſeveral Perſons of the higheff Rank, as well as ma- 
ny others, propos d to collect them into ode 
lume, and to prefix ſome account of his Life: both 
as a Satisfaction to thoſe who know the value of his 
Writings, and as a Juftice to the Memory of ſo 
reat an Engliſh Man; who by his bold Pen and Suf- 
erings was known to have been a conſiderable In- 
ſtrument of that happy Revolution, which reſtoꝰd 
our Conſtitut ion both in Church and State. 


The PRO POSAL S are, 


I. The ſaid Works ſhall be correctly printed in Bo- 
lio, on the ſame Paper and Character with the 
Propoſals, to contain about One hundred and 
thirty Sheets. II. The Price to Subſcribers is 
Twelve Shillings in Quires; half to be paid down, 
and the other half on Delivery of the Books. . 

| ri ix.Raaks,...ſhall have 

a Seventh gratis. IV. There will be a ſmall Num- 
ber printed on a larger and very fine Paper, 
which will be eighteen Shillings in Quires, and - 
no Allowance. - 5 1 
The ſaid Work being now in the Preſs, and but a 
ſmall number printed, tis deſir'd that all who are 


done I Grd in print 
tions 3 Eb ia de de eee Fe ch 
2 4p utkheſt, and to prefix'th Names of all The 
E Subſdtibers. l Hege xn T 
Se v3 eee eee eee. 


2 
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Keys and Bible in Cornb Bert holome w- 
Cloſe, and Egbert Sanger at the Pot Fut in Het. 
frreet ; of whom Propoſals may be had. | 

I. ; 


